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This is a communication from the examiner in charge of your application. 
COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS 



JtWs application has been examined D Responsive to communication filed on 



d /This action is made final. 



A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire . 



3 

month(s), 



A snonenea Siaiuiory pertuu iur response iu una owwii la so. iu D « K ..« — /- 

Failure to respond within the period for response will cause the application to become abandoned. .35 U.S.C. 133 

Part I THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENTS) ARE PART OF THIS ACTION 

1. ETNotice of References Cited by Examiner, PTO-892. 
3. d Notice of Art Cited by Applicant, PTO-1 449. 
5. C] information on How to Effect Drawing Changes, PTO-1 474. 



days from the date of this tetter. 



2. D Notice of Draftsman's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 
4. CD Notice of Informal Patent Application, PTO-1 52. 
6. □ 



Part II SUI 

1. Ltfciair 



JMMARY OF ACTION 

Claims 



_ are pending in the application. 



Of the above, claims 

2. □ Claims 

3. HI Claims 

4. Q'cialms 

5. Q Claims _ 

6. D Claims — are S"^ 601 10 restriction or election requirement. 

7. □ This application has been filed with informal drawings under 37 C.F.R. 1 .85 which are acceptable for examination purposes. 



_ are withdrawn from consideration. 

have been cancelled. 

are allowed. i, 

are rejected. 

are objected to. 



8. n Formal drawings are required In response to this Office action. 

9. d The corrected or substitute drawings have been received c 



. Under 37 C.F.R. 1.84 these drawings 



l me corrected or suosinuie drawings nave u»n ibv»iydu «h ■ — - - 

are Q acceptable; □ not acceptable (see explanation or Notice of Draftsman's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948). 

10. □ The proposed additional or substitute sheet(s) of drawings, filed on . has (have) been □ approved by the 

examiner; □ disapproved by the examiner (see explanation). 



has been □ approved; O disapproved (see explanation). 



11. O The proposed drawing correction, filed 

12. ^Acknowledgement is made of the claim for priority under 35 U.S.C. 119. The certified copy has ©Seen received □ not been received 

□ been filed In parent application, serial no. ; filed on . 

13. CD Since this application apppears to be in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed in 

accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 ; 453 O.G. 213. 

14. □ Other 
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EXAMINER'S ACTION 



t 
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Application/Control Number: 09/265,385 Page 2 

Art Unit: 3727 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adell. 

The container dimensions, material of construction, and number of containers fittable within a box 
are obvious matters of choice with the device of Adell. To have employed injection blow molding 
in the construction of the device of Adell would have been obvious to one of ordinary skil in the 
art in view of the wide acceptance of such in the plastic container field. The method claimed 
would have been an obvious method for the above set forth device in view of the intended use. 

3. The references to Arvidson, et. al., Singier, Harbour, and Dyer have been cited to further 
show related structure. 



Steven M. Pollard 
27 March 2000 



Steven Pollard 
Primary Examiner 
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